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Abstract 
This article examines shifts in educational and social governance taking place in Queensland, 
Australia, through Education Queensland’s Industry School Engagement Strategy and 
Gateway Schools program. This significant educational initiative is set within the context of 
Queensland’s social investment agenda first articulated in its education policy framework, 
Queensland State Education-2010. The article traces the historic extension of this 
overarching governmental strategy through establishment of the Gateway Schools concept, 
brokering state-wide industry-school partnerships with key global players in the Queensland 
economy. Industry sectors that have formed partnerships in Gateway projects include 
Minerals and Energy, Aerospace, Wine Tourism, Agribusiness, Manufacturing and 
Engineering, Building and Construction and ICT, with more industries and schools forecast 
to join the program. It is argued that this ‘post-bureaucratic’ model of schooling represents a 
new social settlement of neoliberal governance, which seeks to align educational outcomes 
with economic objectives, thereby framing the conditions for community self-governance in 
Queensland. 
Introduction 
This article maps the development of industry-school partnerships within an Australian 
context in order to explore their social and educational implications. Industry-school 
engagement—namely, Education Queensland’s Industry School Engagement Strategy 
(QISES) and Gateway Schools program—emerged recently in Queensland as a novel 
approach to educational and economic innovation. Following this development, we show 
how the Strategy extends the scope of social investment politics implemented under 
Queensland’s Labor administration from 1998-2009. Social investment is an approach to 
social governance that first emerged in the United Kingdom under the label of ‘third way’ 
politics (Giddens, 1998). It has since been adopted in several Anglophone countries, notably 
Australia and Canada (Jenson & Saint-Martin, 2003; Lister, 2003).  
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In Australia, social investment has been adopted by Labor administrations in the 
states of Victoria and South Australia (Gill, 2008; Perkins, Nelms & Smyth, 2004), and more 
recently by the current Federal Labor through implementation of the Trade Training Centres 
in Schools program (see Hay, 2009). This policy strategy has emerged in part as a response to 
the destabilising effects of globalisation and the hollowing out of the state that is widely 
assumed to have accompanied recent economic and social change (Jessop, 2002; Roberts & 
Devine, 2003). However, whilst the QISES and Gateway Schools partnerships derive from 
the broad political framework of social investment, they extend its governing rationality and 
practical application in novel ways. 
 
The QISES seeks to align school education with the Queensland Government’s 
overarching Smart State policy framework, the aim of which is to transform traditional 
strength industries in the Queensland economy (e.g., mining, agriculture) and to support the 
development of emerging industries linked to the global knowledge economy (e.g., 
aerospace, wine tourism) (Queensland Government, 2005). A significant feature of QISES is 
that it attempts to link specific state and private school clusters—badged as ‘Gateway 
Schools’—to key industries. This feature distinguishes the QISES from previous efforts in 
Australia to foster partnerships at the local level in education. 
 
The article is presented in two parts. Part one situates the QISES and Gateway 
Schools program within the context of the Queensland Government’s social capital 
governance strategy articulated in the policy framework, Queensland State Education-2010 
(QSE-2010) (Education Queensland, 2000). It argues that while QSE-2010 was instrumental 
in constituting a social investment agenda across Queensland, the QISES signals an extension 
of, and transformation within, that strategy. Part two examines the development, industry 
focus, geographical dimensions and governance strategies of the Gateway Schools projects. 
The article concludes by noting inherent tension between the human capital aspirations of this 
partnership strategy and social justice outcomes in education. 
Governing rationality underpinning social investment policy 
The political context backgrounding the QISES was the implementation of social investment 
under Queensland’s Labor administration from 1998-2010. While Queensland’s social 
investment strategy has features that are unique, it shares key elements in common with third 
way politics as it developed under Tony Blair’s New Labor Government in the United 
Kingdom (Giddens, 1998). In essence, social investment proposes a new social settlement 
that steers a middle course between the welfare state of the post-war era and market 
neoliberalism.  
 
Social investment politics in the UK and Australia emerged in part as a response by 
social democratic governments to inequalities and social exclusion resulting from the 
implementation of neoliberal social programs (Fine, 1999; Perkins, Nelms, and Smyth, 2004). 
In Queensland, social investment was proposed as the Queensland Labor Party’s policy 
counterpoint to neoliberal social policies implemented at the national level under the 
conservative Federal Coalition Government during the period 1996 to 2007 (see Education 
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Queensland, 2000). Nevertheless, social investment has been responsive equally to criticisms 
leveled at the welfare state alleging that mass social programs stifled enterprise and 
innovation by fostering cultures of welfare dependency. 
 
Social investment implies a commitment to government intervention assumed 
necessary for creating the optimal conditions for the operation of markets, the management of 
inevitable market failures, and insuring against social and economic exclusion of 
marginalised groups. Moreover, its approach to welfare spending is characterised by the 
expectation of economic returns, either in the form of increased productivity or savings on 
future welfare expenditure. However, social investment deemphasises direct provision of 
welfare, instead favouring the idea that enhancing people’s personal employability is the 
most effective means of protecting them against the risks of social exclusion and poverty. 
Hence, education and training play a pivotal role in policy for realizing the dual policy 
objectives of minimising exclusion and providing necessary human capital for economic 
prosperity. This new orientation to social protection is described as a movement from 
‘welfare’ to ’workfare’ (Jessop, 2003). 
 
A distinctive feature of social investment is its reconciliation of traditional social 
democratic concerns—such as equality of opportunity—with the values of ‘community’ and 
‘responsibility’ (Rose, 2000). According to Rose, the notion of ‘community’ points to a new 
territorialisation of government displacing that of the nation state. Communities including 
neighborhoods, ethnicities and interest groups are identified as the social spaces in which an 
individual’s subjectivities are defined through ethical guidance and their obligations to others. 
Accordingly, the goal of social investment politics is one of influencing the various forces 
that ‘bind individuals to such groupings and relations such as shame, guilt, responsibility, 
obligation, trust, honor and duty’ (Rose, 2000, p. 1399). 
 
The political significance of ‘responsibility’ signals a new social contract between 
government and those governed founded on the principle of mutual obligation (Muetzelfeldt,  
2001). A significant moral dimension is identifiable in social investment, one that regards 
human subjects as ethical beings, activated for the purpose of self-governance through self-
management. Indeed for Rose (2000), this remaking of the citizen marks the mobilisation of a 
new form of liberal power: an ‘ethopower’. Social investment thus aims to influence the 
ethical self-formation of individuals in order to promote active engagement in communities 
for their own benefit and that of others.  
 
Under this new social covenant, government on the one hand assumes responsibility 
for maintaining the conditions for economic growth and providing access to opportunities for 
education and training. On the other hand, ‘good’ citizens must assume responsibility for 
managing their own social and economic risks (Giddens, 1998). Human subjects, by this 
rendering, are imagined as capable of calculating their own risks and mobilising themselves 
to ensure their social inclusion for their own benefit and for society overall. The 
responsibilisation of citizenship is exemplified in social investment politics by the ethical 
status accorded paid employment as the solution to social inclusion (Rose, 1999, p. 488). In 
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this social settlement, paid work is regarded as a source of pride and self-respect, tying the 
identity of the individual to notions of respectability and community. Having reviewed the 
underlying political rationality of social investment politics, the following analysis examines 
the practical implementation of social investment through schooling in Queensland by 
drawing on Education Queensland’s policy framework document, QSE-2010 (Education 
Queensland, 2000). 
Responsibilising communities through schooling policy: QSE-2010 
The problem facing Queensland authorities was to constitute communities in such a way as to 
enable them to be governed within a context of increasing global uncertainty. Similar to the 
Creative Partnerships initiative of school education in the UK (see Jones & Thomson, 2008), 
the strategy adopted in Queensland was to mobilise schooling as a devolved instrument of 
social governance. The social technologies that enable schools to function in this way were 
community-based schooling and industry-school partnerships. These governmental spaces 
opened up between schools and other community stakeholders (families, businesses) afford 
authorities the potential to align the aspirations of stakeholders with the centrally devised 
objectives of government. As noted above, social investment aims to responsibilise 
individuals and communities for their own self-government. Furthermore, because education 
and training are regarded as central to those objectives, schooling has become an important 
site for realising the political aims of social investment. Therefore, the strategy requires that 
schools become central elements of communities. 
 
The policy framework in Queensland that supported this transformation of schooling 
was QSE-2010. This policy sought to mobilise particular discourses aimed at reconfiguring 
the social space occupied by state schooling. The reconfiguration of discourse is one of four 
elements noted by Ball (2009a) for the ‘privatising’ of education and education policy 
through new forms of network governance. In order for Queensland communities to be 
constituted in ways that would maximise their social capital, schools were required to 
reinvent themselves as community enterprises. Thus QSE-2010 proposed that: 
[b]ecause human and social capital develop within families and through 
wider networks, Queensland state schools should be reconceptualised as 
part of that learning society and become embedded in communities—local 
and global—in new ways (italics added). (Education Queensland, 2000, p. 
8) 
However, to achieve this respatialisation, the bureaucratic form that had defined the function 
of state schooling throughout the twentieth century had to be problematised. Here, new 
spatial relations of schooling were to accord with definitions of ‘quality’ schooling for the 
information age. QSE-2010 stated that: 
[q]uality also stems from the characteristics needed by schools for the 
emerging information age: flexibility; the capacity to ‘problem solve’; to 
adapt to new demands, new markets, new information and new strategic 
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goals. Quality schools will divest themselves of traditional industrial age 
and bureaucratic restraints to reinvent as dynamic ‘learning organisations’ 
in ‘learning communities’ (italics added). (Education Queensland, 2000, p. 
10)  
This translated into the need for learning programs in schools to become ‘locally negotiated 
responses to the needs of students’ (Education Queensland, 2000, p. 18). The following 
statement illustrates how education authorities imagined schools as institutional hubs 
networked to other stakeholders within the governmental topography of communities. 
Schools are the locus of expertise in learning. They are the focal point for 
interaction between the state system and parents, local business and 
communities (local, global and virtual). Schools are community assets 
central to community learning and development (italics added). (Education 
Queensland, 2000, p. 18) 
We argue that this policy rhetoric constitutes evidence of the ‘governance turn’ in schooling 
through processes of distributed devolution, or ‘deconcentration’ (see Ball, 2009b). In an 
analysis of similar trends occurring in the education systems of five European countries, 
Maroy (2009) describes these developments as comprising a ‘post-bureaucratic’ regulatory 
regime. Policy mandates have converged there into two main models: the ‘quasi-market’ 
model and the ‘evaluative state’ model which are replacing the more traditional 
‘bureaucratic-professional’ model. The latter is based on standardized, bureaucratic [written 
and transparent] rules and professional autonomy for teachers regarding curriculum and 
pedagogy. The post-bureaucratic model, however, is characterised by increased 
‘decentralization, deconcentration, contractualisation, evaluation, [and significantly] public-
private partnerships’. Far from the state disappearing, it retains the role of defining system 
objectives whilst delegating autonomy to schools and other agencies to implement those 
objectives. To ensure quality, quasi-market principles—competition for student populations 
and resources through performance and efficiency indicators—are introduced.  
 
As a normative guide for action, QSE-2010 sought to reframe the community school 
as a governing entity, incorporating ethical dimensions that accorded with social investment’s 
values of ‘responsibility’ and ‘community’ as noted above. That is, part of the rationale for 
public private partnerships—of which industry-school partnerships are one form—is to shift 
the onus of decision making about learning pathways and work transitions to schools and user 
parents, the consequences for which they will bear ultimate responsibility. The remainder of 
the article examines how this broad post-bureaucratic governance strategy was radically 
extended through establishment of the Gateway Schools program. 
Industry-school partnerships: Transforming educational governance 
This article reports on a continuing study examining relationships between political 
discourses of social investment, education policy and the implementation of industry-focused 
secondary school curricula in Gateway Schools. Because each of the industry partnerships is 
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different and the study aimed to highlight the specificity of projects, qualitative methods of 
data collection and analysis were used. The first phase involved the collation and analysis of 
documents relating to the establishment of current Gateway Schools projects and the conduct 
of interviews with key personnel involved in the development of the first Gateway project: 
Gateways to the Aerospace Industry. It included one semi-structured interview with the 
former Managing Director of Boeing Australia because, in conjunction with executive staff 
from Education Queensland, this person played a central role in establishing the Gateway 
Schools program.  
 
Phase 2 involved researcher visits to five metropolitan schools belonging to the 
Gateways to the Aerospace Industries project in order to conduct interviews. Schools were 
selected on the basis of a range of variables including school location (e.g., adjacent to a 
Royal Australian Air Force base) and education sector affiliation (e.g., public and private). 
One staff member from each school was interviewed by both researchers using semi-
structured interviews. Interviewees included school principals, teachers and heads of 
department of the senior school Board-accredited subject, Aerospace Studies. Primarily, we 
report on the analysis of documentary data and interviews conducted with key figures in the 
establishment and management of QISES and the Gateways to the Aerospace Industries 
project, illustrating the stated aims, industry involvement, geographical dimensions and 
governance approaches. 
Governing rationality of Gateway Schools Projects 
Educational governance in Australia has occurred historically through highly centralised 
bureaucracies which oversaw state school provision. Traditionally, therefore, state schools 
operated at arm’s length from the business sector. With this supply-side approach to 
curriculum development and delivery, industry was an end-user, or consumer, of education 
system services because it had little input into the kinds of knowledge and skills students 
acquired. This remained the case in spite of a range of curricular reforms since the 1980s. In 
2006, however, the then Department of Education, Training and the Arts (DETA) signaled a 
commitment to industry partnerships as a core governance strategy through the QISES and 
establishment of a dedicated administrative arm to coordinate it, the Strategic Industry 
Initiatives Unit. 
   
The terminology used in this article represents the radical departure that QISES 
signals from what was originally envisaged in Queensland’s community-based governance 
strategy elaborated in the QSE-2010 policy framework. That is, the term school-industry 
partnership refers specifically to previous models such as those comprising single schools 
linked with one or several local businesses (cf., Kelly & Kenway, 2001; Seddon, Clemans & 
Billett, 2005). School-industry partnership refers also to partnership arrangements that are 
part of area-based policy strategies for managing youth transitions from schooling to 
employment. Examples of these are Local Learning and Employment Networks in Victoria 
(Office for Education Policy and Innovation, 2007; Seddon, Billett, & Clemans, 2005), 
District Youth Achievement Plans in Queensland (Department of Premier and Cabinet, 2002) 
and Education Action Zones in the UK (Power, 2001). These initiatives focused primarily on 
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the social inclusion goal of managing youth who were considered to be ‘at-risk’. Thereby, the 
strategies remained supply oriented with respect to human capital formation. Moreover, these 
kinds of partnerships were based on a clear distinction between the roles played by schools 
and industry partners within the partnership. Here, schools and their governing authorities 
maintained sole responsibility for developing and delivering relevant curriculum knowledge 
to students while industry—through work experience or workplace training—was seen to 
augment that primary role by providing ‘practical’ skills and industry contacts deemed useful 
for securing employment. Thus, traditional school-industry partnerships were limited because 
industry played only a service role to support transition outcomes. 
 
By contrast, we use the term industry-school partnership to refer specifically to the 
change in thinking about social and economic governance underpinning the policy initiative 
of QISES and the Gateway Schools program. Consistent with social investment policy, these 
partner arrangements have linked public and private schools with key industries in the 
Australian economy for the specific purpose of adapting the curriculum and pedagogy of 
participating schools to meet the knowledge and training needs of industry. This strategy 
signals a significant shift towards a demand-oriented employment strategy on the part of the 
Queensland State Government and education authorities. As such, industry-school 
partnerships challenge educational institutions to work in novel ways by developing new 
kinds of organisational structures and practices for collaborating with industry.  
 
There are a number of significant differences between traditional school-industry 
partnerships and Gateway Schools partnerships. These include: 1) a system-wide approach, 
2) an industry focus featuring global industry partners, and 3) specific adaptation of 
curriculum and pedagogy of participating schools. The first point relates to the process of 
their establishment. Unlike school-industry partnerships that are formed at the local level, 
Gateway Schools were initiated through brokering at executive levels. The Gateway to the 
Aerospace Industries project, for example, was established following approaches by 
industry—namely, Boeing Incorporated’s General Manager—to senior executives in DETA. 
This centralised organisation extended to the school selection process for participating 
schools. As noted by interviewees, eligibility for inclusion in a Gateway project required 
prospective schools to demonstrate substantial and sustainable links with industry partners 
(Harreveld & Singh, 2007). Another criterion was the geographical location of schools. In the 
case of the Gateways to the Aerospace Industry project, three schools are located in close 
proximity to a major domestic and international airport, and another three to a Royal 
Australian Air Force base. Similarly, most schools participating in the Minerals and Energy 
project are located close to large mining centres located in Central and Northern Queensland.  
 
The second difference relates to their specific industry focus. Gateway Schools 
projects specifically attempt to link schools to prominent players in major industries in the 
Australian economy. These include industries identified in Queensland’s economic 
development strategy as traditional industries that are undergoing transformation as 
emerging, technology-intensive industries (Queensland Government, 2005). Moreover, most 
Gateway Schools projects feature global industry players, examples being Boeing, Brisbane 
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Airport Corporation, Microsoft, BHP Billiton and Rio Tinto. Thus, Gateway partnerships 
explicitly incorporate schooling into an integrated economic strategy (see Hay & Kapitzke, 
2009). 
 
The third difference is that whereas schools within school-industry partnerships use 
pre-existing curricula, QISES has led to transformations in curriculum development and 
delivery in Gateway Schools. Notable here is the Queensland Studies Authority (QSA) 
Senior Aerospace Studies Syllabus and other industry relevant curricula for Queensland 
Minerals and Energy Academy hub schools. In the case of Aerospace, a dedicated authority 
subject was developed jointly by the statutory body, Queensland Studies Authority (QSA), 
and industry experts, and subsequently trialed in partnership schools within 18 months. The 
more typical timeline for this process of curriculum development is around seven years.  
First phase of Gateway Schools projects 
The Gateway Schools model developed initially through establishment of the Gateway to the 
Aerospace Industry project in January 2004. This project followed the formation of an 
executive group comprising the General Manager of Boeing Australia Inc., the Director 
General and one Deputy-Director General of Education Queensland, and the Director of the 
Federal government’s aviation industry training facility, Aviation Australia. A Department of 
Education officer informed the researchers that targeted schools were approached and asked 
if they would consider ‘branding’ themselves as a Gateway to the Aerospace Industry school. 
Six schools were accepted into the program initially. By 2007 the number had increased to 17 
schools across Queensland, including schools as far afield as the northern regional centres of 
Mt Isa and Townsville (see Figure 1 for a map of Gateway Schools projects and their 
participating schools.) 
 
[Insert Figure 1 about here] 
 
Located near a metropolitan airport, Hendra College was designated a hub school for the 
Aerospace partnership. School leaders viewed the partnership as an opportunity for 
organisational reform and renewal. Having established a positive and productive working 
relationship with Boeing, the school was renamed and re-opened in 2007 as Aviation High, 
Queensland’s first industry-dedicated state high school. The event represented a significant 
discursive shift given that the name—featuring the word aviation—henceforth connected the 
school symbolically not only to the local community, Hendra, but to a burgeoning service 
industry and its global partners, Boeing and Brisbane Airport Corporation. The QSA Senior 
subject, Aerospace Studies, was trialed at the school in 2005. An aspect of this Board subject 
that distinguishes it from other QSA subjects is that it can be offered only by schools 
belonging to the Aerospace Gateways project. The curriculum comprises a stand-alone model 
reflecting a traditional disciplinary-based approach. A complementary dedicated curriculum 
for an Authority-Registered subject, Aeroskills, has been developed also for students wanting 
to engage with Aerospace but who are more likely to take a vocational pathway through 
schooling. In contrast to this, in Years 8 to10 an embedded model in which aerospace content 
is integrated throughout the curriculum is used.  
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By 2007 three other industry sectors had developed Gateway partnerships with 
schools: Minerals and Energy, Wine Tourism and Information Technology (see Department 
of Education and Training, 2009). Like the Aerospace project, partnering schools were 
selected on the basis of evidence of engagement with industry, geographical location and 
proximity to industry partners. In the case of Minerals and Energy however, attempts have 
been made to link metropolitan schools with partners in the regionally based mining sector.  
 
The Queensland Minerals and Energy Academy (QMEA) project is a partnership 
between the Department of Education and Training (DET) and the Queensland Resources 
Council. The project aims to ‘provide young people with opportunities to gain knowledge and 
experience of the exciting minerals and energy industry’ (see DET, 2008). For adminstrative 
purposes the state has been divided into three regions. The Northern region has 3 
participating schools, including a state school at the large Xstrata mine city of Mt Isa. The 
Central region has 9 participating schools and the Southern region has 7 schools. Another 
project in this first phase of implementation is the Gateways to the Wine Tourism Industry 
project. This project is located around the township of Stanthorpe in south-east Queensland, 
the centre for the State’s wine industry. The main industry partner is the Queensland College 
of Wine Tourism. The College, a joint venture between DETA and the University of 
Southern Queensland, was opened in 2007 at a cost of $8.5 million to meet employment 
needs across the business cycle of vine growing, harvesting, wine processing, sales and 
marketing. There are seven participating schools in the Wine Tourism project. 
 
Unlike the stand-alone authority subject of Aerospace, the Minerals and Energy and 
Wine Tourism projects adopted embedded curricular models. This endows teachers more 
flexibility in terms of how content knowledge is delivered pedagogically. An example could 
be the study of fermentation as a chemical reaction in winemaking within the subject, 
Chemistry. There is nonetheless a strong emphasis also on specialised industry knowledge. In 
the case of Minerals and Energy, for instance, industry liaison personnel are based at a 
number of hub schools to assist teachers with curriculum development. Online materials for 
learning and for teacher professional development developed by the Queensland Resources 
Council have been collated under the banner of ‘Oresome resources: Minerals and Energy 
Education’ (see Queensland Resources Council, 2010). Similarly, in the case of Wine 
Tourism, the Queensland College of Wine Tourism is physically located on the campus of the 
main partner school in the district. The discussion turns now to the location and features of 
more recently established Gateway Schools projects. 
Emerging Gateway Schools projects 
In 2008, DETA extended the Gateway strategy to the Manufacturing and Engineering, 
Agribusiness, and Building and Construction industry sectors. A number of programmatic 
differences distinguish these from the projects described above. The differences will be 
examined collectively following brief discussion of the individual Gateway project’s 
structures and participating schools. 
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The Manufacturing and Engineering Gateway project has two hub schools located in the 
central coast regional centres of Bundaberg and Mackay. Bundaberg High School is the lead 
school of the project, which includes 17 other schools. Four are located in Brisbane and the 
rest are scattered as far north as Cairns. By contrast, the Mackay cluster has four schools, all 
of which are local. The Agribusiness Gateway project encompasses a range of career 
pathways affiliated with on-farm industry production, as well as downstream stages of 
distribution and value-adding through processing, marketing and sales. The project provides 
classroom and on-site learning experiences for eight schools, all of which are located in the 
south and south-western areas of the State. Examples of agribusiness career pathways listed 
on a brochure for students include accountant, agronomist, biotechnologist, crop physiologist, 
environmental scientist, banking/finance officer, food safety officer, indigenous ranger, IT 
manager, mechanic, microbiologist, park ranger, retail-rural merchandise, veterinarian and 
stockperson. This extensive list illustrates the range of occupations offered as student 
pathways to employment within the education and training parameters of Gateway projects. 
  
The Building and Construction Gateway project has seven participating schools, all of 
which are located in the south of the State (see Figure 1). According to a DETA brochure, 
this education and training program prepares students for employment in the General 
Construction industries, or the Civil Construction and Infrastructure industries.1 Similar to 
other Gateway projects, it provides direct pathways into employment, vocational education 
and training, traineeships or university.  
 
A distinguishing feature of second phase Gateway partnerships is that they are 
structured less overtly by DET and are less hierarchical in terms of institutional relationships. 
This illustrates the ways in which devolved governance is characterised by ongoing flexibility 
and improvisation. Their establishment, for instance, was not brokered by DET executives, 
and there are no centrally developed, dedicated curricula as there is for the Aerospace project. 
These schools tend to adapt existing school structures and curricula through negotiation with 
different types of local stakeholders in order to determine which educational goals are 
desirable and possible within local contexts. Within the Agribusiness Gateway project, for 
example, wheat farming (agriculture) and cattle grazing (animal husbandry) require different 
kinds of curricular knowledge and skill. Because there is no mandated curriculum, teaching 
and learning can be adapted more easily to the conditions of variables such as community 
crops and market forces across local, regional and global economies.  
 
Another factor requiring flexibility is the type of partner. In the Agribusiness project, 
for instance, one of the partners is the voluntary natural resource management community, 
Landcare. A DET officer indicated that most decision making in this partnership is devolved 
to the level of the local school. Whereas heads of department in the Aerospace project 
implement a centrally mandated curriculum, in these partnerships curricular heads comprise 
hybrid figures that facilitate the integration and inflection of industry knowledge and training 
needs in teaching and learning. At this early stage, these interactions appear more organic and 
dispersed (i.e., deconcentrated) than those with monolithic entities like Boeing and Brisbane 
Airport Corporation. This deconcentration of decision making toward and at the local level 
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may be interpreted as schools having more control of curriculum, pedagogy and assessment. 
It may also signify the shift to community-based schooling as the preferred means by which 
authorities can govern at a distance by responsibilising schools and local communities for the 
educational and employment outcomes of young people.  
Industry-school engagement: Thin edge of the wedge for post-bureaucratic regulation 
As strategic policy and governance mechanisms, QSE-2010 and QISES have been 
instrumental in repositioning schools as administrative hubs at the centre of their 
communities. The consequent devolution of schooling through the Gateway Schools program 
has constituted an array of new education stakeholders. These include education and training 
providers across the sectors, local businesses, large transnational corporations, business 
councils, peak industry bodies, and parents such that the relationships between these 
stakeholders can be governed in light of specific social and educational objectives. Through 
the program, schools have been mobilized to reconcile the aspirations of (disbursed) 
community stakeholders with the State’s centrally mandated objectives of improving the 
school-to-employment transitions of young people while servicing the human capital needs of 
industry. The constitution of communities in this way is consistent with the managerialist 
strategy of responsibilising them to act as self-governing entities which manage locally the 
social exclusion risks associated with integration into the global economy.  
 
Ultimately, this is a policy and a politics of ethics: a form of ethopower because 
‘good’ parenting is central to the strategy. For example, parents are invited and/or exhorted to 
support students in their learning endeavors, first, by making the right ‘choice’ of industry 
school, and then by ensuring the student strives for success in entrepreneurial forms of 
learning. ‘Responsible’ parents engage with the disciplinary dimensions of community 
schooling by paying the costs of vocational education courses, encouraging students to enter 
competitions, taking them to awards and industry excellence events, and so on.  
 
Furthermore, the QSE-2010 strategy, QISES and the Gateway Schools are the first 
attempt to include within the scope of governmental programming the ethical conduct of 
business and industry. This represents an ambitious and novel extension of the scope of 
community-schooling relations in Australia because it entails articulating the interests of 
industry with those of the state, and aligning part of their function with the broader objectives 
of government. The change in conception of school-community relations required the 
constitution of a social space in which the conduct of business could become an object of 
governmental reflection and intervention. It meant broadening the imaginable—and thence 
manageable—functions of business and industry by linking them to the collective welfare of 
communities and to a vision of the collective, common good. Through partnership 
arrangements with schools, business potentially can serve the interests of community welfare 
and ‘workfare’ by assisting in the management of school-to-employment pathways for young 
people, as well as serve its own interests by drawing on a more educated and better trained 
workforce during a period of rapid expansion in the Australian economy. 
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For example, comments made about the sponsorship of youth workers in mining 
towns by mining giant, BHP Mitsubishi Alliance, by the then Queensland Minister for 
Communities, Disability Services and Seniors reflected the values and attitudes the 
Queensland Government sought to engender within the business community through 
partnerships. The Minister (Pitt, 2006) commented that ‘[BHP’s] Community Partnerships 
Program is a prime example of a large organization being a good corporate citizen by giving 
back to the community’. The relocation of governmental focus to the level of community 
through the constitution of the ethical (i.e., educated and employed) citizen—now extended 
also to industry as a key player in community welfare—was central to the strategy of social 
investment in Queensland.  
 
As demonstrated in the quotation below, the Gateway Schools program represents one 
means for realising the government’s vision for the State’s integration to the global 
knowledge economy.  
 
Ideas are central to the strength of the Queensland economy… The Queensland 
Government will lead the way by making partnerships and strategic alliances—State-
based, national or international—with the research, education and business sectors an 
essential element of its programs. … 
 
The Queensland Government cannot go down this road alone: we all need to be on 
board. People in the business, research, education and cultural industries are essential 
partners in an innovative society. The Strategy’s success relies on understanding how 
ideas, new knowledge and skills are developed through successful collaborations and 
distributed by networks spreading out from these collaborations and alliances. We will 
invest in this community engagement, using our social capital to foster innovation and 
enterprise. (Queensland Government, 2005, p. 8) 
 
It is significant that the emphasis on decentralization characterizing industry-school 
partnerships has been accompanied by a seemingly contradictory array of programs designed 
to increase centralised control of education management as demonstrated by Maroy (2009). 
Here, a policy focus on the ‘enterprising self’ has occurred at the same time as the 
proliferation of techniques of performance measurement and accountability at the levels of 
the individual student, the school and the State. School populations in Australia now 
routinely undergo a series of national standardized tests, NAPLAN (National Assessment 
Program: Literacy and Numeracy), phased in by Federal governments over the last five years. 
These annual tests assess children in Years 3, 5, 7 and 9 on reading, writing, spelling, 
punctuation, grammar and numeracy. The perception of ‘poor’ overall performance of 
Queensland’s schools has prompted the State government to mandate a raft of literacy and 
numeracy initiatives, including set hours for English and Mathematics education. In 2010, the 
Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) went one step further 
towards national benchmarking by publishing individual school profiles online for the first 
time. Combining market principles such as competition between schools for resources in 
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terms of students and funding with intensifying centralized control, these trends signal a post-
bureaucratic turn in educational governance in Australia (Maroy, 2009).  
 
Whilst seemingly commendable, this vision does not account for the equity issues that 
social investment policies have raised elsewhere. Research has shown, for example, that 
globalisation results in the increased social stratification of communities, and that different 
industries have variable capacity to sustain training and transitions to employment in lean 
economic times (for social and educational inequities see Teese, Lamb, Duru-Bellat & 
Helme, 2007). As Kelly and Kenway (2001) have shown with school-industry partnership 
projects in southern Australia, the upshot of social investment policies is typically skewed 
toward the interests of industry because disparities in the mobility of capital and labour 
render individuals and groups who are disconnected from flows of finance and trade 
vulnerable when local access to business nodes is ‘switched off’.  
 
This points to the need for ongoing research to gauge how QISES will work for 
students and industry partners particularly in the aftermath of the 2008 global financial crisis, 
considering the negative impact of this on employment in Queensland’s mining industry. 
Furthermore, whilst Gateway Schools projects may potentially supply human capital to 
industry through processes of student selection, there is no evidence that the money spent 
improves outcomes for students whose academic performance is low and whose transitions to 
work are risky. Rather, there is potential for the partnerships to exacerbate bipolarization of 
outcomes for disadvantaged students because of their focus on education for employability. 
With this strategy, industry may come to view schools as convenient suppliers of human 
capital whereby high achieving students are identified and selected for entry into high status 
professional and managerial occupations, whereas students with limited achievement receive 
minimal training for low skill, low status and uncertain work. It is apparent, then, that 
industry-school partnerships comprise a neoliberal strategy for community self-governance, 
thereby disconnecting responsibility from the State for the education of disadvantaged 
students.  
Concluding remarks 
Using a critical approach to discourses of social investment, we have conceptualised the 
QISES and Gateway Schools program as a new form of social and educational governance. 
We have shown how industry-school partnerships comprise a radical repurposing of 
schooling born out of an explicit strategy seeking to align secondary school education to the 
perceived human capital requirements of industry. Because of social investment’s focus on 
social inclusion—understood as connectedness to paid employment as the main strategy for 
promoting social justice outcomes—the fundamental assumption of the QISES and Gateway 
Schools projects is that social justice and economic development are mutually dependent 
policy outcomes (Dobrowolsky & Jenson, 2005).  
 
In sum, industry-school partnerships are both effects of, and realise, the government’s 
social and political vision of Queensland as a place of opportunity for responsible, well 
educated and trained citizens within a highly competitive, globalised economy. This political 
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vision is transforming state and private schooling fundamentally in terms of institutional 
culture through changes in governance, curriculum and community relations. The 
transformations are part of a profound philosophical shift in social and educational 
governance that has occurred internationally through neoliberal policy. Consistent with the 
work of Maroy (2009), we view the emergence of industry-school partnerships as part of a 
social investment strategy that is gradually moving education systems from a bureaucratic-
professional model to an ‘evaluative state’ and ‘quasi-market’ approach. This is significant 
considering that little is currently known about the efficacy of industry-school partnerships, 
or their long-term impact on social justice outcomes in education.  
Notes 
1. General Construction refers to the conception, design, building and management of houses, units, 
industrial sheds and shops. Civil Construction and Infrastructure refers to the conception, design, 
building and management of town planning, harbours and waterways, water supply facilities, 
transportation systems (e.g., roads) and control of the environment. 
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Figure 1. Geographical distribution of Aerospace, Minerals and Energy, and Wine Tourism 
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1 The term, General Construction, refers to the conception, design, building and management of houses, units, 
industrial sheds and shops. Civil Construction and Infrastructure refers to the conception, design, building and 
management of town planning, harbours and waterways, water supply facilities, transportation systems (e.g., 
roads) and control of the environment. 
